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RECENT IMPORTANT DECISIONS RECENT IMPORTANT DECISIONS 

for the acts of officers or servants discharging governmental powers or 
for their acts wholly without the scope of its powers. Haley v. Boston, I9I 
Mass. 29I; Wheeler v. Gilsum, 73 N. H. 429; Caspary v. Portland, Io9 Ore. 
496; Bartlett v. Clarksburg, 45 W. Va. 393. In Snider v. St. Paul, 51 Minn. 466, 
it was held that the city was not liable for the negligence of its employee 
in running the elevator of a public building. The decision would seem to 
imply that operating an elevator in such a building is the performance of 
a governmental function. See 5 MICH. LAW REV. I36. 

PAYMENT-MISTAKx-RECOVERY BAcK.-Plaintiff's parents executed a con- 
tract for the sale of their lands to defendants which, though not void, was 
unenforceable. Her parents desiring not to perform the contract, plaintiff, 
believing that the same was enforceable, paid the vendees $800 to relieve 
her parents from the supposed liability. Defendants had possession of the 
contract, but no fraud on their part was proved; nor does it appear that 
plaintiff attempted to find out the precise contents of the contract. Later 
she learned that is was unenforceable. Held, that plaintiff was entitled to 
recover the money received by the vendees from her, even though her parents 
were under a moral obligation to perform the contract. Tucker v. Denton et al. 
(I907), - Ct. App. Ky. -, IO6 S. W. Rep. 280. 

The court bases its decision on the ground that plaintiff paid under 
a mistake of fact, viz: the non-existence of an enforceable contract. It is 
true that relief will be granted in case of a mistake as to the existence of a 
contract. McDonald v. Lynch et al., 59 Mo. 350. But in the principal case it 
would seem that the only mistake was in believing the contract, which was 
known to exist, to be enforceable. Therefore plaintiff's claim appears to 
be founded only on a mistake of law. Parties will generally be granted no 
relief from such mistakes. Rector v. Collins et al., 46 Ark. 167, 55 Am. Rep. 
571; Harrelson v. Barrett et al., 99 Cal. 607, 34 Pac. 342; Bond v. Coats, I6 
Ind. 202; Erkens v. Nicolin, 39 Minn. 461, 40 N. W. 567. But in a few juris- 
dictions money paid under a mistake of law may be recovered if there is 
no legal or moral obligation to pay and the recipient has no right in good 
conscience to retain it. Northrup v. Graves, Ig Conn. 548; Culbreath v. Cul- 
breath, 7 Ga. 64, 50 Am. Dec. 375. This appears to have been the earlier rule 
in Kentucky. City of Covington v. Powell, 2 Met. (59 Ky.) 226. But a later 
decision laid down the broad rule that money paid under mistake may be 
recovered even though the party paying was negligent, unless the position 
of the recipient has been changed to his prejudice. German Sec. Bank v. 
Columbia F. & T. Co., 27 Ky. L. 581, 85 S. W. 761. No other court seems 
to have gone as far as the recent Kentucky cases. On the contrary, it has 
been held that a common mistake of a material fact does not warrant a re- 
covery when the fact is equally open for the inquiry of both parties and de- 
fendant has a right to assume that plaintiff relied wholly on his own means 
of information. Alton v. First Nat. Bank, 157 Mass. 34I, 32 N. E. 228, i8 
L. R. A. I44. 
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